
Since the end of
World War II, policymakers have shown a marked preference for settling civil
wars through negotiated settlements. The core recommendation of this policy
is to employ third-party resources—primarily in the form of economic incen-
tives and good ofªces—to halt the violence and preserve the combatants.
Scholars of civil wars, for their part, have devoted the bulk of their analyses to
exploring how best to achieve negotiated settlements. In recent years, how-
ever, other scholars have introduced a counterargument. Supporters of this
“give war a chance” option advocate allowing belligerents to continue ªghting
until one side achieves a military victory.1 A survey of the literature on
civil war termination makes clear that, of the two groups, the negotiated settle-
ments camp is far more pervasive and inºuential than the “give war a chance”
camp.2

The logic of both arguments is compelling, but ºawed. The negotiated settle-
ments camp takes it as axiomatic that the sooner violence is halted, the greater
the collective beneªt. The “give war a chance” camp goes too far in the other
direction, assuming that it is axiomatic that violence unfettered is the best path
to lasting peace. Which argument is stronger and, more importantly, under
what circumstances?

Although since 1990 the preferred means for ending civil wars has been ne-
gotiated settlements, these have proven largely ineffective: civil wars ended by
negotiated settlement are more likely to recur than those ending in victory
by one side. Although the “give war a chance” argument appears more
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1. See Edward N. Luttwak, “Give War a Chance,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 4 (July/August
1999), pp. 36–44. Hereafter, when I use the term “victory,” I am referring to military victory, the de-
feat of a rival in war.
2. This claim is supported by a survey of articles published in seven leading international rela-
tions and comparative politics journals—American Journal of Political Science, American Political Sci-
ence Review, International Organization, International Security, Journal of Conºict Resolution, Security
Studies, and World Politics—from 1990 through 2005.
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strongly supported by a tally of historical outcomes, a closer look reveals that
the proposed causal mechanism does not operate as expected. For example,
proponents of this argument have no explanation for why civil wars ending in
rebel victory produce the most durable settlements.

In this article, I argue that success in civil war termination—that is, ending
the violence and establishing the political space for enduring peace—requires
a balance of carrots and sticks. Especially since the end of the Cold War, negoti-
ated settlements have emphasized the beneªts of cooperation while down-
playing the threat of punishment should either or both parties fail to live up to
their obligations under the agreement.3 At the same time, the combination of
the proliferation of weak states, reªnements in insurgency strategy, and the
wide distribution of small arms has made it relatively more difªcult for even
well-supplied and well-led combatants to achieve victory. Meanwhile, the
damage from civil wars has become more difªcult to contain, as guns and
ªghters ºow across borders and disrupt trade and the domestic politics of
neighboring states.

The subject of effective civil war termination is important for three reasons.
First, with regard to theory, the “give war a chance” argument forces scholars
and policymakers to confront how they should think about the costs and con-
sequences of war. If one measures the collective good in terms of a lasting
peace, a systematic and general reduction in the destructiveness of war, and
robust development, then, all else held equal, the “give war a chance” argu-
ment must be taken seriously.4

Second, civil wars are highly destructive. Yet they have traditionally
been less subject to regulation and limitation by treaties such as the Hague
and Geneva Conventions than have interstate wars. Until 1977, when the
Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 protecting “national
liberation movements” came into force5—governments were not restricted in
the amount or nature of force they could use to defeat rebels.6 Moreover, many
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3. For an analysis of implementing negotiated settlements following three civil wars whose main
objective was control over the central government (i.e., not secession), see Dorina Akosua Oduraa
Bekoe, “After the Peace Agreement: Lessons for Implementation from Mozambique, Angola, and
Liberia,” Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 2002.
4. Richard Falk, “Hard Choices and Tragic Dilemmas,” Nation, December 20, 1993, p. 755.
5. “Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, and Relating to the Protec-
tion of Victims of Noninternational Armed Conºicts (Protocol II), 8 June 1977,” International Com-
mittee of the Red Cross homepage, http://www.icrc.org/IHL.NSF/FULL/475?OpenDocument.
6. See G.I.A.D. Draper, “Wars of National Liberation and War Criminality,” in Michael Howard,
ed., Restraints on War: Studies in the Limitation of Armed Conºict (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1979), pp. 135–162.



civil wars escalate to interstate wars, either by spilling across state borders or
by provoking external intervention.7

Third, policymakers exert considerable effort to ªnding ways to advance
democratic institutions and rehabilitate the economy once a war has ended.8

Therefore, knowing which postwar environments are most likely to ºourish
as democratic polities with liberal market conditions and which are more
likely to succumb to authoritarianism, corruption, or the resumption of war is
crucial.

In the following section, I review the literature on civil war termination.
Next, I introduce an empirical survey of the relationship between the type of
effort applied to end a civil war and long-term outcomes. I then lay out my ex-
planation and the policy implications that follow from it.

Literature on Civil War Termination

The idea that how a civil war ends may determine the postwar outcome is not
new. In slightly different ways, both Edward Luttwak and Robert Wagner
have argued that allowing wars to “reach their natural conclusion” enhances
the likelihood of a durable peace and effective postwar reconstruction.9 In
“Give War a Chance,” Luttwak argues that “the transformative effects of both
decisive victory and exhaustion are blocked by outside intervention.”10 Aside
from a few problematic historical cases, however, Luttwak does not explain
what he means by “transformative effects” or “exhaustion.”

In the “Causes of Peace,” Wagner claims that victories are more stable than
negotiated settlements because the loser’s capacity to reignite the war should
be low.11 Although this is a sound hypothesis, Wagner does not test it. In a
later article, Roy Licklider, who did subject the hypothesis to a statistical test,
found some support for it.12

Despite the importance of Licklider’s ªnding, security studies scholars have
not tested its robustness or offered a general explanation that supports it. The
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7. Stephen Ryan, Ethnic Conºict and International Relations (Aldershot, U.K.: Gower, 1990).
8. See, for example, Peter Harris and Ben Reilly, eds., Democracy and Deep-Rooted Conºict: Options
for Negotiators (Stockholm: International IDEA, 1998).
9. Luttwak, “Give War a Chance”; and Robert Harrison Wagner, “The Causes of Peace,” in Roy
Licklider, ed., Stopping the Killing: How Civil Wars End (New York: New York University Press,
1993), pp. 235–268.
10. Luttwak, “Give War a Chance,” p. 44.
11. Wagner, “The Causes of Peace.”
12. Roy Licklider, “The Consequences of Negotiated Settlements in Civil Wars, 1945–1993,” Ameri-
can Political Science Review, Vol. 89, No. 3 (September 1995), pp. 681–690.



title of Licklider’s 1995 article itself suggests why: although victory is the re-
sult in the majority of cases and it produces some interesting consequences,
only negotiated settlements and their ramiªcations are mentioned. Victory is
reduced to an analytically unimportant role.

The scant literature on how different termination types inºuence postwar
outcomes has yet to capture the strong empirical relationship between rebel
victory and postwar stability that I establish here. Research on the outbreak of
civil wars and on patterns of violence has increasingly centered on the behav-
ior and activities of rebel movements: it has probed the conditions that favor
the success of rebel movements;13 the resources and recruitment involved in
rebel movements;14 and the decisionmaking process that rebels use when de-
ciding whether to ªght or to quit.15 Few scholars, however, have considered
the possibility that victorious rebel movements display relatively common
strategies in the aftermath of civil war, with important ramiªcations for post-
war stability.16

Scholars and practitioners generally believe that if former combatants are
given a voice in their political, economic, and social destiny, renewed violence
can be averted. This factor alone may explain the literature’s focus on negoti-
ated settlements, because allowing former combatants a say in the postwar
conªguration of the government increases the likelihood that a democratic
process will lead to the creation and strengthening of democratic institutions.17
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13. T. David Mason, Joseph P. Weingarten Jr., and Patrick J. Fett, “Win, Lose, or Draw: Predicting
the Outcome of Civil Wars,” Political Research Quarterly, Vol. 52, No. 2 (June 1999), pp. 239–268; and
James D. Fearon and David D. Laitin, “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,” American Political Sci-
ence Review, Vol. 97, No. 1 (February 2003), pp. 75–90.
14. Jeremy M. Weinstein, “Resources and the Information Problem in Rebel Recruitment,” Journal
of Conºict Resolution, Vol. 49, No. 4 (August 2005), pp. 598–624.
15. Paul Collier, Anke Hoefºer, and Måns Söderbom, “On the Duration of Civil War,” Journal of
Peace Research, Vol. 41, No. 3 (May 2004), pp. 253–273; and Karl R. de Rouen Jr. and David Sobek,
“The Dynamics of Civil War Duration and Outcome,” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 41, No. 3 (May
2004), pp. 393–320.
16. For a review of the theoretical literature on civil war outcomes, see Monica Duffy Toft, Securing
the Peace: The Durable Settlement of Civil Wars (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2010),
chaps. 1, 2. For a review of some of the main statistical ªndings, see T. David Mason, “Sustaining
the Peace after Civil War” (Carlisle, Pa.: Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, De-
cember 2007).
17. Matthew Hoddie and Caroline Hartzell, for example, conclude that out of sixteen peace agree-
ments signed between 1980 and 1996, those that completely implemented provisions for military
power sharing among former combatants held the greatest prospects for maintaining the peace.
See Hoddie and Hartzell, “Civil War Settlements and the Implementation of Military Power-
Sharing Arrangements,” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 40, No. 3 (May 2003), pp. 303–320. In a later
work, they further show that implementation of institutional reform in political, economic, and
territorial power sharing is a crucial component of a lasting peace. See Caroline A. Hartzell and
Matthew Hoddie, Crafting Peace: Power-Sharing Institutions and the Negotiated Settlement of Civil
Wars (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2007).



But is this the case? In the next section, I provide an empirical overview of the
links between civil war termination type and long-term outcomes.

A Statistical Assessment of Civil War Termination

In this section, I present a statistical test of civil war outcomes. The independ-
ent variable is type of civil war outcome (negotiated settlement, cease-ªre/
stalemate, or victory), and the dependent variable is war recurrence. The anal-
ysis presents a series of descriptive statistics about the character of civil war
termination from 1940 to 2000,18 correlations among key variables, and a rare-
events logit model. The statistical section concludes with an analysis of levels
of democracy/authoritarianism and economic growth following civil war in
relation to termination types.

independent variable: termination type

By “negotiated settlement,” I mean an ideal-type war termination in which
neither side admits defeat and the combatants agree to end the violence and
accept common terms on how to govern a postwar state. An external party
may help to halt the violence and arrange a settlement—for example, another
state, a regional or an international organization such as the United Nations or
the Organization of African Unity, or a nongovernmental organization such
as the International Committee of the Red Cross. For an ending to be consid-
ered a negotiated settlement, however, a third party is not required.

A “cease-ªre/stalemate” is similar to a negotiated settlement in that the
parties agree to halt the violence. Unlike negotiated settlements, however, a
cease-ªre/stalemate does not attempt to achieve agreement on postwar power
sharing. It simply ends the violence.

By “victory,” I mean an ideal-type war termination in which one side explic-
itly acknowledges defeat and surrenders. The terms of surrender need not be
unconditional, although the closer they are to unconditionality, the closer to
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18. The data set includes all cases of civil war through 2007. Analyses that include assessments by
decades (e.g., 1940s, 1950s) consider civil wars that ended by December 31, 1999, while other anal-
yses include all civil wars that ended by December 31, 2002. For the complete data set, summaries
of the cases, and codebook, see http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/ªles/Toftcwdata.xlsx. See
Nicholas Sambanis, “Partition as a Solution to Ethnic War: An Empirical Critique of the Theoreti-
cal Literature,” World Politics, Vol. 52, No. 4 (July 2000), pp. 437–483; Michael W. Doyle and Nicho-
las Sambanis, “International Peacebuilding: A Theoretical and Quantitative Analysis,” American
Political Science Review, Vol. 94, No. 4 (December 2000), pp. 779–801; and Fearon and Laitin, “Eth-
nicity, Insurgency, and Civil War.” For a critical review of negotiated settlements, see Alexander B.
Downes, “The Problem with Negotiated Settlements to Ethnic Civil Wars,” Security Studies, Vol. 13,
No. 4 (Summer 2004), pp. 230–279.



the ideal type the victory will be. The Sri Lankan government’s 2009 victory
over the Tamil Tiger insurgency is a recent example.

I began by combining the relevant information into a data set including all
civil wars fought from 1940 to 2007.19 To be included in the data set, a civil war
had to meet six criteria: (1) the focus of the war was control over which group
would govern the political unit; (2) there were at least two groups of organized
combatants; (3) one of the combatants was an internationally recognized state;
(4) there were at least 1,000 battle deaths per year on average; (5) the ratio of
total deaths had to be at least 95 percent to 5 percent, meaning the stronger
side had to have suffered at least 5 percent of the casualties; and (6) the war
had to have begun within the boundaries of an internationally recognized
state.

The ªrst criterion embraces the notion of sovereignty and governance. In a
civil war as deªned here, the primary political objective of the combatants is
governing, with each side rejecting the legitimacy of the other to rule over part
or all of the territory of a state. The second criterion excludes spontaneous mob
actions or riots, as in the Albanian pyramid crisis in 1997. The third criterion
eliminates communal conºicts, which involve warring ethnic groups. The
fourth distinguishes between civil wars and other types of violence such as ri-
ots and smaller-scale insurgencies. As a result, cases such as Northern Ireland
are excluded. The ªfth criterion captures the idea of a minimal capability of
each side to conduct its military operations by inºicting casualties on the other
side. This ratio criterion excludes massacres and genocides. The sixth criterion
excludes wars between two sovereign states.20 The total number of wars that
qualiªed for inclusion based on these criteria was 137. Of these, 118 experi-
enced no violence for at least ªve years and are considered ended.21
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19. Only civil wars that ended by 2002 are included in the logit analysis.
20. These six criteria are an amalgamation of criteria used by other scholars to deªne civil wars
over the past two decades. For example, Licklider and Doyle and Sambanis use a death threshold
of 1,000 total, as opposed to a yearly average. Furthermore, this data set includes wars that in-
volved colonial struggles. Other data sets are inconsistent in this regard. For consistency, wars that
are commonly thought of as colonial wars are included in this data set. There are a total of ten such
wars included here. Additionally, other data sets use country years as their units of analysis (e.g.,
Doyle and Sambanis; and Fearon and Laitin) and differ on when to disaggregate or aggregate dif-
ferent wars. Doyle and Sambanis, for instance, consider Afghanistan to have suffered three sepa-
rate wars. For a more comprehensive comparative analysis of this data set with others, see http://
belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/ªles/MTcodebook2010.pdf.
21. Five years is a standard period to delineate the ªnal, stable end of a war, because it typically
allows for at least one election cycle. See Licklider, “The Consequences of Negotiated Settlements
in Civil War”; Barbara F. Walter, “The Critical Barrier to Civil War Settlement,” International Orga-
nization, Vol. 51, No. 3 (Summer 1997), pp. 335–364; and Caroline A. Hartzell, “Explaining the Sta-
bility of Negotiated Settlements to Intrastate Wars,” Journal of Conºict Resolution, Vol. 43, No. 1
(February 1999), pp. 3–22.



No clear pattern of a decrease or an increase in the number of civil wars that
began in each decade from 1940 to 2000 emerges from the data. As table 1
shows, the average number of civil wars that started in each decade from 1940
to 2000 is 22, with a high of 26 new wars in the 1970s and a low of 17 in the
1980s.

The ªndings in table 2 show that the number of civil wars ending in the
1990s surpassed the numbers in previous decades. In the 1990s, 37 civil wars
ended, or one-third of all such wars that began during the 1940–2000 period.
During this period, most civil wars (79 wars, or 70 percent) ended in victory,
followed by negotiated settlements (22 wars, or 19 percent), then cease-ªres/
stalemates (12 wars, or 11 percent). Victories occurred more than four times as
often as negotiated settlements and seven times as often as cease-ªres/
stalemates.

Figure 1 shows that the ways in which civil wars end have changed dramati-
cally since the 1940s. Through the 1980s, victory by rebels or governments was
the dominant termination type, ending between 75 and 100 percent of wars
per decade. In the 1990s, however, victory ended only 41 percent of civil wars.
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Table 1. Frequency of Civil Wars, 1940–2000

Decade Number of Civil Wars* Percentage of All Civil Wars Cumulative Percentage

1940 21 16 16
1950 23 18 34
1960 23 18 52
1970 25 19 71
1980 17 13 84
1990 20 16 100
total 129 100

*Because of rounding, the number of civil wars does not add up to 100.

Table 2. Frequency of Civil Wars Ended Per Decade, 1940–2000

Decade Number of Civil Wars Percentage of All Civil Wars* Cumulative Percentage*

1940 13 12 11
1950 20 18 30
1960 14 12 42
1970 21 19 61
1980 8 7 68
1990 37 33 101
total 113 101

NOTE: Ongoing wars are not included.
*Because of rounding, the percentage of all civil wars and the cumulative percentage do not

add up to 100.



Moreover, negotiated settlements ended only a handful of civil wars between
1940 and 1989. But by the 1990s, they ended 41 percent of all civil wars. Fur-
ther, of all the civil wars concluded through negotiated settlements, two-thirds
ended in the 1990s. Cease-ªres/stalemates ended an additional one-ªfth dur-
ing the 1990s, but only a handful in previous decades.

These ªndings raise two main questions. First, what explains the increase in
civil wars ended by negotiated settlement in the 1990s? Second, should this
form of war termination be the preferred policy in the future? Space con-
straints preclude a comprehensive explanation of the sudden outbreak of
“peace” in the 1990s; the most likely explanation, however, is twofold.22 First,
the end of the Cold War deprived the United States and the Soviet Union of the
incentive to provide arms to combatants in proxy wars, even for combatants
who wanted to go on ªghting. In some conºicts, this sudden drop in the avail-
ability of arms would have caused a lull, until new sources of revenue to pur-
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22. For a fuller treatment, see Monica Duffy Toft, “End of Victory? Civil War Termination in His-
torical Perspective,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Associa-
tion, Honolulu, Hawaii, March 1–6, 2005. See also Virginia Page Fortna, “Where Have All the
Victories Gone? Peacekeeping and War Outcomes,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Political Science Association, Toronto, Canada, September 3–6, 2009.

Figure 1. Percentage of Civil Wars Ended, by Termination Type, 1940–2000



chase weapons could be found (e.g., Angola and Sierra Leone). A second
explanation is that the United States, as the sole remaining superpower, came
under increasing pressure to take moral responsibility for the world’s ongoing
civil wars, many of which it appeared to possess the diplomatic, economic, or
military capacity to halt outright. This consistent pressure encouraged the
United States (and some of its allies) to intervene in some civil wars, especially
those whose destructiveness threatened U.S. national interests, such as
European stability (i.e., during the wars in former Yugoslavia in the early
1990s) or those that were calculated to be cheap and easy (e.g., Somalia in
1993).

There are a number of arguments for ending civil wars through negotiated
settlement, the most powerful of which is that negotiated settlements reduce
the number of deaths compared to victories.23 Assuming that a civil war’s
“costs” are measured narrowly in terms of life, negotiations to halt the vio-
lence would spare lives, thus reducing the war’s costs. The logic of this argu-
ment is that without a settlement the combatants would go on killing each
other, perhaps even escalating the level of violence. Yet there are at least two
problems with this logic. First, even if negotiated settlements may save lives, it
is also true that combatants have strong incentives to avoid sharing power in a
new government. Moreover, combatants are just as likely to use an armistice as
an opportunity to recover and rearm in preparation for a future ªght. There-
fore, negotiated settlements may have an increased likelihood of saving lives
in the short term, but an equally increased likelihood of costing even more
lives in the long run. Second, caution should be used when measuring costs
solely in terms of lives lost: human life is a crucial cost—perhaps the most cru-
cial cost. But what if well-intended efforts to save lives condemn the “saved”
to years of desultory existence, with little hope of political liberty or economic
prosperity?

Some scholars argue that defeat makes rearming by the losing side highly
improbable—not because the loser will lack access to weapons or because its
numbers have been so diminished that even when armed they are incapable of
imposing costs on winners. Rather, there is something powerful and legiti-
mating about the recognition of defeat and victory that precludes, at least for
some time, attempts to continue to resist victors through physical violence (i.e.,
might makes right). In addition, if combatants nearing defeat cannot assume
that there will be a third party available to intervene and guarantee their secu-
rity, they may give up sooner, thus sparing lives.24
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23. Licklider, “The Consequences of Negotiated Settlements in Civil Wars.”
24. One might assume in such cases that the rebels are most likely to ºee after surrendering, be-
cause traditionally (i.e., especially prior to 1977) rebels have never enjoyed the full protections of



dependent variable: civil war recurrence

The data show that wars ending in victory were nearly twice as likely
to remain settled than those concluded through negotiated settlement or a
cease-ªre/stalemate.25 The recurrence of wars from 1940 to 2000 ending in
military victories was 12 percent (10 of 81); 22 percent (5 of 23) in negotiated
settlements; and 31 percent (4 of 13) in cease-ªres/stalemates.

Thus, wars ended through negotiated settlement were twice as likely to reig-
nite as those ending in victory. In addition, rebel victories were more stable
than government victories. Therefore, not only does it matter that the war
ended with a victory but also who achieved that victory. Whereas 17 percent of
wars (8 of 48) ending in a government victory recurred (fewer than negotiated
settlements and cease-ªres/stalemates), only 6 percent of wars (2 of 33) won
by rebels did so.

Understanding the relationship between civil war outcomes and the dura-
tion and quality of the subsequent peace requires consideration not only of
key variables but also of control variables.26 The literature on civil wars cites
a number of factors affecting civil war outcomes. Four factors serve as con-
trol variables for this analysis: (1) whether the war was identity based;27

(2) whether it involved a ªght over territory;28 (3) the death toll; and (4) the ca-
sualty rate. The ªrst two factors speak to the quality of the war and the issues
over which the combatants were ªghting. As some research has indicated,
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international humanitarian law. Victorious incumbent governments have tended to deal extremely
harshly with surviving rebels, who most often face exile or imprisonment, at best, and torture or
murder, at worst.
25. Doyle and Sambanis discuss a related, but contradictory, ªnding: settlements enhanced
peacebuilding between the combatants. Their ªnding supports a different issue, which deals with
the quality of peace rather than the absence or duration of peace. See Doyle and Sambanis, “Inter-
national Peacebuilding.” See also J. Michael Quinn, T. David Mason, and Mehmet Gurses, “Sus-
taining the Peace: Determinants of Civil War Recurrence,” International Interactions, Vol. 33, No. 2
(April 2007), pp. 167–193.
26. All of the models were tested using additional controls. In none did regime type, duration, or
the incidence of third-party military intervention achieve signiªcance; nor did any of the controls
affect the coefªcients and signiªcance of other variables. When economic development was mea-
sured by the natural log of a country’s per capita GDP in the year prior to a civil war, it did affect
the signiªcance of termination type: victory in model 1 moves to two-star signiªcance, while both
negotiated settlement and rebel victory drop below the one-star threshold. But in no model is the
economic indicator signiªcant itself, and its adverse effect on other variables probably stems from
the fact that per capita GDP data are missing for more than half of the observations in the data set.
On the relationship between GDP per capita and civil war onset, see Fearon and Laitin, “Ethnicity,
Insurgency, and Civil War”; and Marie L. Besançon, “Relative Resources: Inequality in Ethnic
Wars, Revolutions, and Genocides,” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 42, No. 4 (July 2005), pp. 393–415.
27. This variable was coded “1” if the civil war was rooted in ethnic or religious identity, as in for-
mer Yugoslavia with Bosnian Muslims ªghting Orthodox Christian Serbs and Catholic Croats. If
the war was not rooted in ethnic or religious identity, then it was coded “0.”
28. This variable was coded “1” if the ªght was over control of territory, as in former Yugoslavia,
and “0” if the ªght did not center on the control of a piece of a state’s territory, as in Tajikistan.



identity wars are seen as more intractable. In particular, security dilemmas
may emerge among ethnic groups in anarchic settings, such as exist in states
experiencing civil war, undermining the groups’ ability to coexist after the
war.29 In civil wars where territory is central to the ªght, the territory may be
seen as indivisible and therefore less amenable to stable settlement.30 The re-
maining two factors concern the costs and intensity of the ªght. Some scholars
have shown that a stable settlement is more likely when the parties have
reached a hurting stalemate as the total number of casualties mount. Accord-
ing to William Zartman, hurting stalemates should make combatants more
willing to negotiate; thus, owing to exhaustion, high casualty counts and
long wars may be less associated with war recurrence.31 At the same time, civil
wars that are more intense, in terms of the rate of casualties over time, most
likely exacerbate hostilities and fear. To account for costs, I included a variable
for the log of total war-related deaths and for intensity, the natural log of war-
related deaths per month.32

The best tool to assess the relationships among these variables is a logit
model.33 Table 3 presents the impact of the ªve types of war termination: vic-
tory, negotiated settlement, cease-ªre/stalemate, government victory, and re-
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29. Licklider, “The Consequences of Negotiated Settlements in Civil Wars,” p. 684; Barry R. Posen,
“The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conºict,” Survival, Vol. 35, No. 1 (Spring 1993), pp. 27–47;
Chaim Kaufmann, “Possible and Impossible Solutions to Ethnic Civil Wars,” International Security,
Vol. 20, No. 4 (Spring 1996), pp. 136–175; and Chaim D. Kaufmann, “Intervention Ethnic and Ideo-
logical Civil Wars: Why One Can Be Done and the Other Can’t,” Security Studies, Vol. 6, No. 1 (Au-
tumn 1996), pp. 62–101. In “Partition as a Solution to Ethnic War,” Sambanis found that partition is
more likely to follow ethnic wars.
30. See Monica Duffy Toft, The Geography of Ethnic Violence: Identity, Interests, and the Indivisibility of
Territory (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2003); Ron E. Hassner, “To Halve and to
Hold: Conºicts over Sacred Space and the Problem of Indivisibility,” Security Studies, Vol. 12, No. 4
(Summer 2003), pp. 1–33; Ron E. Hassner, War on Sacred Grounds (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 2009); Stacie E. Goddard, “Uncommon Ground: Indivisible Territory and the Politics of Le-
gitimacy,” International Organization, Vol. 60, No. 1 (Winter 2006), pp. 35–68; Stacie E. Goddard, In-
divisible Territory and the Politics of Legitimacy: Jerusalem and Northern Ireland (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2009); and Barbara F. Walter, Reputation and Civil War: Why Separatist
Conºicts Are So Violent (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009).
31. I. William Zartman, ed., Elusive Peace: Negotiating an End to Civil Wars (Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution Press, 1995).
32. The logic of this argument can be found in Kaufmann, “Possible and Impossible Solutions to
Ethnic Civil Wars”; and David A. Lake and Donald Rothchild, “Containing Fear: The Origins and
Management of Ethnic Conºict,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 2 (Fall 1996), pp. 41–75.
33. The main ªndings of the logit model were conªrmed using a Cox proportional hazard model.
A negotiated settlement increased the likelihood of war recurrence in each year by almost 400 per-
cent, whereas military victories reduced the likelihood by roughly 75 percent (both ªndings were
signiªcant at the p � 0.01 [two-tailed tests]). In addition, rebel victories reduced the likelihood of
recurrence by more than 20 percentage points over government victories (�68 percent to �44 per-
cent). This model used the same controls as those used in the logit model presented here. See au-
thor’s website for logªles of a more comprehensive statistical analysis at http://belfercenter.ksg
.harvard.edu/ªles/MTcodebook2010.pdf.
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bel victory on civil war recurrence. A “0” indicates no recurrence, and “1”
indicates recurrence. This serves as the dependent variable. Given that the
coefªcients of a logit model are not directly interpretable as unit changes on
the dependent variable (as they would be in a linear regression), the table in-
cludes “ªrst differences”—factors that demonstrate the effect of war termina-
tion type on the probability of war recurrence while holding the alternate
independent and control variables at their mean.34

The data presented in table 3 reveal that victory reduces the likelihood of
civil war recurrence by 24 percent, relative to all other types of civil war termi-
nation. Conversely, negotiated settlements increase the chances of recurrence
by 27 percent, relative to all other types. Both ªndings are statistically sig-
niªcant. As regards its substantive impact on war recurrence, war termination
type is shown not only to be almost as important as a two standard deviation
increase in the intensity of the violence,35 but also more important than issues
of identity and territory, which have already received a good deal of attention
and analysis in the literature.36 The statistical analysis thus conªrms the hy-
pothesis that civil wars ending in victory are less likely to recur than those
ending with a negotiated settlement. Moreover, models 4 and 5 in table 3 show
that rebel victory seems to be driving this relationship.

Although the data show that recurrence of civil war following a negotiated
settlement is more likely, are fewer people likely to die in the longer term
than if the combatants ªght until one side achieves victory? To assess whether
negotiated settlements in civil wars end in fewer deaths, I analyzed four
measures—total deaths, total deaths per capita, total battle deaths, and total
battle deaths per capita—against the two options of negotiated settlement and
victory for signiªcance using a two-sample t-test. I also tested war duration (as
measured in months) regarding its signiªcance to negotiated settlements and
victory.37 The ªndings in table 4 show that civil wars ended through negoti-
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34. This analysis measured average effect of each termination type relative to a control group
comprising all other cases. A pair-wise comparison of victories to negotiated settlements alone
strengthens the results (the ªrst difference becomes �0.28).
35. In the logscale, the difference between 4.8 and 8.4 translates into an increase of 124 casualties
per month to 4,532 (a thirty-seven-fold increase).
36. In a separate analysis, Quinn, Mason, and Gurses found that ethnic revolutions and secession-
ist wars were not more likely to recur. The difference in ªndings (especially regarding ethnic revo-
lutions, which seem to capture identity-based civil wars in this analysis, and are consistently
shown to be signiªcant in relation to recurrence) results from differences over which cases are in-
cluded and their coding. Quinn, Mason, and Gurses use the Doyle and Sambanis data set, which
excludes a number of wars of independence (e.g., identity based) and failed negotiated settle-
ments. Given these discrepancies, I am more conªdent that this data analysis more accurately cap-
tures the dynamics. Quinn, Mason, and Gurses, “Sustaining the Peace.”
37. To conduct the duration tests, I added the values of duration for each country’s civil wars to-
gether. If, for example, in the original data set there were two separate observations for Angola



ated settlements resulted in signiªcantly more deaths (as measured by total
deaths per capita) and that this relationship is statistically signiªcant. The
other measures, besides duration (itself a cost), did not reach statistical
signiªcance. Among recurring civil wars, there were more total deaths on av-
erage, but this ªnding did not reach statistical signiªcance (see table 5). The to-
tal number of battle deaths per capita was not much greater between wars that
recurred and those that did not. Wars that recurred were signiªcantly longer
than those that did not recur. Thus, war recurrence appears to be costly.

Therefore, the results in tables 3, 4, and 5 show not only that civil wars
ending in negotiated settlements are more likely to begin anew and to last
longer than wars ended by other means, but that the wars following these
failed settlements are signiªcantly more deadly. The ªve civil wars that ended
with negotiated settlements but later reignited (Angola, Iraq, Lebanon, the
Philippines, and Sudan) led, on average, to 0.015 total deaths per capita com-
pared with 0.011 for all recurring civil wars; and an average of 0.005 battle
deaths per capita compared to a mean of 0.003 for all recurrences. By both
measures, recurring civil wars following negotiated settlements were roughly
50 percent more deadly.38 Thus, if war recurrence—with its corresponding in-
crease in deaths, sacriªces in opportunity costs, destruction of infrastructure,
and possible escalation of violence—represents a high cost, then negotiated
settlements appear to be more costly than allowing the combatants to ªght un-
til one side emerges victorious. The empirical evidence, therefore, does not
support the normative argument that negotiated settlements save lives.

Could there be other compelling reasons to support negotiated settlements?
For example, what if, despite the higher likelihood of war recurrence following
a negotiated settlement, the postwar environment promotes greater democra-
tization or economic growth? In such cases, the quantitative loss of life might
be redeemed by an enhanced quality of life that allows for political freedom or
prosperity. Again, the results do not favor negotiated settlements, but rather
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called “Angola IIa” (Angola Civil War) and “Angola IIb” (UNITA Warfare), the duration in
months for each module was added to measure the total hardship a country endured as a result of
both the initial war and its resumption. Where a recurred civil war is ongoing, it is truncated in
2006. These counts come from a number of sources, including J. David Singer and Melvin Small’s
Correlates of War data set, ver. 3-0, http://www.correlatesofwar.org; and the Oslo International
Peace Research Institute data set, Data on Armed Conºict, http://www.prio.no/CSCW/Datasets/
Armed-Conºict/. The data and supporting documentation used for tables 4 and 5 are available on
the author’s website at http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/ªles/MTcodebook2010.pdf.
38. This ªnding holds even when excluding the deadliest of these civil wars—Sudan—as a poten-
tial outlier. When Angola (another particularly deadly conºict) is excluded, the number of per ca-
pita battle deaths is similar to the global mean, but per capita deaths remain higher for recurred
negotiated settlements. To exclude both Sudan and Angola simultaneously—thus removing the
two deadliest of ªve total failed negotiated settlements—makes little sense.
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appear to favor rebel victories. I explore the signiªcance of this ªnding in the
next section.

post–civil war politics

The purpose of this article is not only to understand complex phenomena but
also to provide policymakers with guidance. It is therefore useful to consider
what impact the type of war termination might have on the nature of postwar
political institutions. Policymakers who are deciding whether to intervene in
another state’s civil war must consider a variety of factors, including possible
interruption in global commerce, threats to strategic resources, quality of life in
a postwar environment, and ties to allies. Although the data set does not per-
mit testing of all of these factors, it does allow exploration of links between the
type of war termination and the degree of political liberty that survivors are
apt to enjoy in the years following the cessation of a civil war.

To track regime types by differences in war termination type, I estimated
changes in the level of democratization in a state that had experienced civil
war, based on the polity variable from the Polity IV project data.39 The polity
variable ranges from �10 to 10; a score of �10 corresponds to authoritarian re-
gimes (with no democratic qualities), and a score of 10 corresponds to the most
democratic regimes (with no authoritarian qualities). In general, civil wars be-
gin in states with few democratic qualities. An assessment of the average pol-
ity scores before and at the outset of civil war indicates a high degree of
authoritarianism in these states, as shown in table 6. For example, ªve years
prior to the start of civil war, their mean score was �3.63, with a slight de-
crease in authoritarianism as war approached.40 These scores are signiªcantly
lower than for all states in the international system. For the same period (1940–
2002), the mean polity score for all states was �0.33. Thus, civil wars tend to
occur within more authoritarian states.41
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39. Polity IV Project, Polity IV Dataset (College Park: Center for International Development and
Conºict Management, University of Maryland, 2000), ver. p4v2000.
40. The results in table 6 indicate a shift toward less repression as the war approaches, although
repression increases just slightly during the year the war breaks out. This decrease in authoritari-
anism might be indicative of these states’ efforts at placating a discontented society. This “loosen-
ing up” argument goes only so far, however. As the war approaches, the level of authoritarianism
does increase ever so slightly. Such a dynamic lends credence to the idea that “liberalization” of
the system is precarious because it might put too much stress on that system, leading to more calls
for even more liberalization. If these calls are not met, frustration sets in, repression increases, and
violence ensues.
41. Similarly, Fearon and Laitin, as well as Håvard Hegre, Tanja Ellingsen, Scott Gates, and Nils
Petter Gleditsch, show that anocracy makes conditions ripe for insurgents. Authoritarianism does
not allow insurgents to emerge, whereas democratic states seem to allow grievances to be handled
without resort to violence. See Fearon and Laitin, “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War”; and
Hegre, Ellingsen, Gates, and Gleditsch, “Toward a Democratic Civil Peace? Democracy, Political



So, are authoritarian states that experience civil war likely to pursue the
path toward greater democratization after the war ends? Does the type of set-
tlement matter? Table 7 presents the mean polity scores of states ªve years be-
fore civil war broke out, one year before, and the year the war began.

The results in table 7 indicate that whether a state signs a negotiated settle-
ment is unrelated to its polity score. Statistically, democracies and authoritar-
ian states are equally likely to end their civil wars through negotiated
settlement. This is not true, however, of cease-ªres/stalemates, which were as-
sociated with more democratic states (e.g., India).42 The mean polity score for
cases of victory was substantially different (i.e., more authoritarian) than
for those cases not ending in victory. A disaggregation of the data shows that
civil wars ending in rebel victory occurred within more authoritarian states.
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Change, and Civil War, 1816–1992,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 95, No. 1 (March 2001),
pp. 33–48. For the ªrst full exploration of this thesis and supporting evidence, see Jack Snyder,
From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conºict (New York: W.W. Norton, 2000).
42. Because there are so few cases, interpreting the ªndings related to cease-ªres/stalemates must
be done with care.

Table 6. Mean Polity Scores for All States Involved in Civil War, Five Years Prior to Start
of War, 1940–2002

Mean Polity Score

Five years prior �3.63 (n � 74)
One year prior �2.53 (n � 81)
Year war started �2.63 (n � 83)

Table 7. Polity Scores by Termination Type before and at the Start of the Civil War

Average Polity Score

War Termination Type Five Years Before One Year Before Year War Began

Victory �4.26* �3.44** �3.31**
Negotiated settlement �3.40 �2.47 �3.33
Cease-fire/stalemate �4.00 �2.89*** �2.89***
Government victory �4.16 �3.09 �2.43
Rebel victory �4.41 �4.05 �5.11**

***p � 0.01, **p � 0.05, *p � 0.10.
The table presents t-tests (one-tailed) for the significance of difference in means across the

categories.
For example, the upper left cell indicates whether the average polity score for cases of vic-

tory is statistically different from those cases that did not end in victory. See the appendix
for supporting data at http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/MTcodebook2010.pdf.



Does the level of democratization increase or decrease within post–civil war
states?43 The average change in polity scores after a civil war can help to an-
swer this question. Figure 2 illustrates the difference between a state’s average
polity score at the start of a civil war and the average change in polity scores
ªve to twenty years after the war has ended. As ªgure 2 shows, negotiated set-
tlements are associated with greater levels of authoritarianism as the postwar
period is extended. Although the level of postwar democratization increases
initially (nearly ªve points in the average polity score), this change is short
lived, eventually giving way to rising levels of authoritarianism. After ªve
years, the trend is toward authoritarianism, which is statistically signiªcant.
The pattern is particularly marked after twenty years, when the average
change in polity score is close to �6. This ªnding reinforces the observations
presented above about civil war recurrence. Incumbent governments faced
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43. Moreover, they do not address whether democratization affects civil war recurrence. I in-
cluded this factor in an earlier model; it had no effect.

Figure 2. Change in Polity Score before and after Civil War, by Termination Type, 1946–
2002*

*See the appendix for supporting data at http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/
MTcodebook2010.pdf.



with what appears to the likelihood of renewed war seem to sink precipitously
into authoritarianism as they attempt to avert another round of ªghting.
Cease-ªres/stalemates do not appear to have an impact on the level of autoc-
racy or democracy. A state’s level of repression at the start of the war is a good
indication of its level after the war. Because there are only 13 cases against
which to run tests, caution must be used in weighting these ªndings too
heavily.

Although, in general, victory does not seem to have much impact on regime
type, signiªcant patterns emerge when victories are disaggregated into gov-
ernment and rebel victories. As ªgure 2 demonstrates, when governments
win, repression increases by one to two polity points over the following de-
cades. This makes sense, considering that the government—the same govern-
ment that just suffered a civil war—is wary of opening up the political arena.
Even when governments win, however, they do not seem more apt to crack
down than they had been before the war. In contrast, levels of autocracy de-
creased after rebel victories. Within ten years of the end of civil war, the level
of autocracy decreased by more than one point; and by twenty years, that
level more than doubled. Although still within the authoritarian range, the
point change is dramatic enough to indicate that repression eases for a good
portion of the citizenry. In fact, on average, states with rebel victories perform
best on the democratization front (i.e., statistically signiªcant at the twenty-
year mark). Given this ªnding, the common image of civil war pitting a cor-
rupt, tyrannical government against freedom-loving rebels may not be entirely
unfounded.

In sum, the relationship between polity scores and war termination types
provides further evidence that negotiated settlements may not be the best way
to increase the prospects for greater democratization following a civil war: ne-
gotiated settlements are associated with higher authoritarianism over time.
This ªnding is important for at least four reasons. First, it suggests that more
democratic processes do not necessarily lead to more democratic outcomes.
Although the average polity score ªve years after the termination of civil wars
by negotiated settlements increases dramatically, this change does not. In all
likelihood, what is being captured here is the effect of elections, mandated by
the settlement itself. Years later, however, after the ªrst round of elections
and the departure of third parties, a cycle of opposition to the government and
reactive repression starts to accelerate. This is consistent with my ªnding that
negotiated settlements are more apt to lead to the recurrence of war. Generally
speaking, the state’s political dynamics seem to move in a decidedly negative
direction. Second, any general explanation of the relationship between war ter-
mination types, on the one hand, and durable peace and robust reconstruction,
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on the other, will have to contend with this ªnding, especially if democracy
promotion is the reason that negotiated settlements are sought. Third, al-
though negotiated settlements are precarious in terms of both recurrence and
increased authoritarianism, these ªndings suggest, if only tentatively given
the small number of cases, that cease-ªres/stalemates may be a better, albeit
impermanent, solution. Fourth, although victories in general may not increase
postwar civil liberties and freedom, rebel victories are associated with lower
levels of authoritarianism.

post–civil war prosperity

The next question is whether civil war termination type and economic devel-
opment are linked. Suppose another cost or beneªt of a certain type of war set-
tlement materially inºuences the likelihood that survivors will struggle in
poverty or recover and prosper. Using gross domestic product (GDP) as a
proxy for economic development, I measured the impact of a given war
termination type on postwar economic reconstruction. Figure 3 shows the per-
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Figure 3. Percent Per Capita GDP Growth before and after Civil War, by Termination
Type*

*See the appendix for supporting data at http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/
MTcodebook2010.pdf.



centage change in GDP over 5, 10, and 20 years (n � years after the wars termi-
nated, with the year prior to the outbreak of war as the benchmark); that is, the
percentage change in GDP ªve years after the termination of the civil war is
the GDP at the ªve-year benchmark minus GDP from the year prior to the out-
break of war. Likewise, the percentage change in GDP ten years after the war
was terminated is the GDP at the ten-year benchmark minus GDP from the
year prior to the outbreak of war.

The results depicted in ªgure 3 show that economic growth or decline is un-
related to the type of civil war settlement. Most of the states that suffered civil
wars followed the same trajectory, with little divergence. The highest degree of
divergence occurred among states whose civil wars ended with a rebel victory.
These states suffered a decline in GDP immediately following the war. Within
ten years, however, they recovered, displaying the same level of economic per-
formance as states whose civil wars ended in something other than a rebel
victory.

summary

Overall, the statistical analyses reveal that the type of civil war settlement ma-
terially affects the prospects for enduring peace and democratization and, to a
lesser extent, economic prosperity. In addition, they are able to track a settle-
ment’s impact over an extended period of time. The analyses produced
three main ªndings. First, civil wars ending in negotiated settlements are
much more likely to recur. Second, negotiated settlements are no more likely to
lead to democracy than other types of settlements. Rather, rebel victories are
more likely to produce this result. Third, economic growth trends do not seem
to be correlated with the type of civil war termination.

A Theory of Civil War Termination

This section offers a general theoretical explanation for civil war termination
that is consistent with the article’s empirical ªndings. Using Uganda as an il-
lustrative case, it accounts not only for why peace eludes negotiated settle-
ments but for why rebels might be more apt to allow greater democratization
and governments less so.

As a way of simplifying an array of plausible explanations for why some
civil wars end and stay ended yet others recur, I characterized approaches
to civil war termination as falling into two rival camps, noting that negotiated
settlements receive the greatest support in both the scholarly and policymak-
ing communities. In negotiated settlements, the aim is to preserve both sides
as political actors, who are then aided in their work toward a compromise po-
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litical solution, which, it is hoped, will result in peace and prosperity. Allowing
a civil war to continue until the emergence of a victor would only result in
more killing and destruction and possibly spill over into neighboring states.

In victory, the outcome effectively eliminates one side or, more commonly,
damages it to the point where it must abandon its political objectives. An obvi-
ous advantage to this policy is that winners are spared the costs of having to
consider another actor’s wishes. Moreover, insofar as many of the world’s peo-
ples consider victory strong evidence of a just cause, a great deal of immediate
legitimacy attaches to winners, enhancing their position in the transition from
war to peace. Yet in victory, unlike either cease-ªres/stalemates or negotiated
settlements, it matters which of the two ideal-type combatants—the incumbent
government or the rebel group—is the victor. I argue that logically, and gener-
ally, each of these actors starts with advantages and disadvantages. Incumbent
governments enjoy international recognition and legitimacy. They can print
money or manipulate the economy to raise capital to purchase weapons and
recruit troops. They generally have standing militaries and police forces
and control the mass media. Rebels start out with none of these advantages.
The implication is that in organizing a challenge to the incumbent govern-
ment, rebels cannot afford to make many mistakes. They must be innovative,
organized, and above all efªcient in the distribution and deployment of scarce
resources. In short, rebels need a high level of institutional capacity if they are
to survive and win.

Rebels also require something else. Often, they begin the process of rebellion
by criticizing the government’s shortcomings and highlighting (or at times in-
venting) popular grievances. In cases where incumbent governments overreact
to these challenges, the result will be a sharpening of grievances and a shift in
public perception that the rebels may have a just cause. Rebels who are suc-
cessful beyond the goal of merely surviving will be able to use this added le-
gitimacy and increasing popular support to amass more resources and
develop their institutional capacity.44

This legitimacy and institutional capacity are the factors needed to achieve
postwar political and other reforms. Thus, rebel legitimacy and capacity may
be endogenous to rebel victory. Rebels’ decision to ªght or quit during the
course of a civil war may be conditional on their capacity to avoid defeat. Re-
bel victory frequently occurs under conditions of revolt against authoritarian-
ism, in which rebel groups are more likely to gain support through promises of
reforms to recruits and would-be constituents. This war-ªghting capacity can
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provide the institutional basis for postwar governance and for protection from
future threats to the state. Consider Uganda’s rebel victory in 1986.

uganda

In describing Uganda’s post–civil war recovery, the World Bank praised it as
a “major turnaround” characterized by “astonishing efªcacy” in aspects of
the government’s behavior.45 Uganda’s recovery in the late 1980s and 1990s il-
lustrates, and in a number of ways supports, my argument for why rebel
victory increases the likelihood of postwar stability.46 Although myriad fac-
tors contributed to this success, the capacity and legitimacy of the victori-
ous National Resistance Army (NRA) rebel group and that of its political
wing, the National Resistance Movement (NRM), were pivotal.

To appreciate Uganda’s achievements since 1986, it is critical to recall what
came before: markedly repressive and violent rule under a notorious despot,
Idi Amin, followed by the return of Milton Obote, during whose rule civil war
raged in the country. Under Amin, most progress that had been attained since
Uganda’s independence was largely reversed; by some estimates, 1 million
people were displaced from their homes, and because of government coercion,
most skilled laborers left the country, especially after Amin expelled the Asian
population in 1972 and Britain cut off diplomatic relations in 1976. Between
1970 and 1980, Uganda’s GDP declined by 25 percent, and exports declined by
60 percent.47

Throughout Amin’s rule, Uganda’s polity score was �7, an extreme autoc-
racy. Much of the abuse and mismanagement that became commonplace un-
der Amin reportedly continued in the 1980s during Obote’s second presidency,
from 1980 to 1985, which coincided with Uganda’s civil war. The war marked
another devastating episode in the country’s postindependence period, with
estimates of war-related death tolls ranging from 100,000 to 300,000. During
the war, however, Yoweri Museveni’s NRM developed institutions and broad-
based support that served it well following the NRM’s assumption of govern-
ment control after the war. The war also produced a high degree of cohesion
within the NRM leadership.48
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In the immediate aftermath of hostilities, the NRM drew on institutions that
the NRA had developed for war making, such as the National Resistance
Council and its supporting structure, including its network of political mobi-
lizers, its political and diplomatic committee, and its ªnance and supply com-
mittee. After Museveni’s ascension to the presidency in January 1986, the
NRM-led government expanded these committees. Representative govern-
ment also expanded; in February 1986, Museveni created a hierarchy of Resis-
tance Councils at the village, parish, subcounty, county, and district levels.
These councils served to promote the legitimacy of the new government and to
foster political participation from broad social groups.49 All adults automati-
cally became members of their village Resistance Council, which managed
local affairs, including development projects. According to one scholar, despite
being plagued by corruption, the councils provided crucial institutions
through which the national government could hold elections for the legislature
and could reach areas on the periphery of its control.50

The inclusiveness of the new government’s institutions extended beyond
the NRM’s allies. The NRM welcomed its former rivals, offering top govern-
ment posts to leaders from other political parties as a way to broaden its politi-
cal base.51 Furthermore, the NRA successfully absorbed soldiers from what
had been opposing armies during the war and recruited from all ethnic
groups, processes that expanded the military and neutralized the risk of re-
sumed war. This broad-based and expanding army also assumed social tasks,
including growing food for the population.52

In its early years of governance, the NRM enjoyed a good deal of popular
support, despite the limits of its democratic reforms. Part of this support ap-
pears to have carried over from the NRM’s broad appeal during the civil war,
when local communities had supplied the NRA with food, shelter, and infor-
mation about the opposition.53 Moreover, during the ªghting, the NRM had
publicly decried state-inºicted violence. Later it was able to convince the pub-
lic of its commitment to democratic reform.

The NRM’s relative successes in achieving political reforms were matched,
and probably surpassed, by economic reforms that promoted growth. Uganda
is commonly heralded by the international ªnancial community, which has
praised the NRM’s openness to economic liberalization as a development suc-
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cess. The NRM made economic reconstruction a high priority, arguing that it
was crucial for stabilization.54 At the end of the war, in 1986, Uganda’s per ca-
pita GDP was just 58 percent of what it had been at independence, but this im-
proved to 69 percent by 1994 and 80 percent by 1997.55

Although Uganda’s post-1986 history has been remarkably stable, this sta-
bility and the country’s democratic credentials have not gone unchallenged.
Until only recently, the country faced an insurgency from the Lord’s Resistance
Army in the north, and the central government has stymied crucial democratic
reforms. Museveni remains Uganda’s president. Although he repealed prohi-
bitions on political parties other than his own only in 2005—declaring Western
multipartyism to be destabilizing—and he continues to block efforts to impose
term limits on his presidency, Uganda has made remarkable strides toward
greater democracy and prosperity. The point is not that rebel victory is a pana-
cea. Rather, rebel victory can usher in considerable reform. And with regard
to two sought-after outcomes—durable peace and political liberty—it out-
performs negotiated settlement, the international community’s currently
preferred means of ending civil wars. These ªndings warrant careful consider-
ation, particularly when the international community considers the costs and
beneªts of negotiated settlement.

In the next section, I pull together the threads of my overall argument and
supporting evidence to begin weaving a general theory of civil war termina-
tion, which requires settlements that promise former combatants both beneªts
from compliance and harm from defection.56

the policy problem: the two camps as counterproductive extremes

If this analysis has so far read as a general indictment of negotiated settlement
as the best way to end civil wars, then I have only partially achieved my aim.
Thus far I have relied on a statistical analysis to support my claim that from
1940 to 2002, most negotiated settlements did not produce lasting peace (at
least as compared to victory), but instead tended to break down. This, in turn,
resulted in renewed, and at times intensiªed, violence that heaped costs both
on belligerents and on regional and interstate actors to whom peace would
have been a great boon.

I have argued that at their ideal extremes, neither negotiated settlements (as
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typically designed and implemented) nor victories are apt to resolve civil wars
in a way that (1) spares lives, property, and cultural treasures; (2) endures;
(3) creates space for greater political liberty; and (4) establishes the conditions
necessary for economic reconstruction, recovery, and development.

Statistically, there is a clear association between rebel victory and positive
outcomes on all the above dimensions, save economic development, which re-
mains equivocal. This in itself is an important empirical ªnding. Rather than
suggest that well-meaning third parties should allow civil war combatants to
ªght until victory, however, I use this idea as a foil for understanding why ne-
gotiated settlements have proven counterproductive along many of these di-
mensions. What is it about negotiated settlements that has produced failure,
and what is it about victories that has led to success? Might it be possible to in-
corporate the more effective mechanisms of victory into negotiated settle-
ments, so as to determine a new type of settlement that achieves all of the
political objectives being sought?

An examination of the negotiated settlements that have ended civil wars
is illuminating in this regard. To begin, establishing a solid representative set
of institutions must be a main objective. Most of the negotiated settlements
include extensive provisions for establishing executive ofªces, legislatures,
free and fair elections, and judiciaries, as well as demobilizing, demilitarizing,
and reintegrating the armed forces. The emphasis is to make soldiers into
citizens by giving them money and resources to reintegrate them into society.
Yet, the means and methods to refashion and reinstitutionalize the military—
security-sector reform (SSR)—is given only secondary consideration, or, if pro-
visions regarding the police and armed forces are written into the agreements,
then their implementation is allotted only meager resources.

Although discussions of demobilization, demilitarization, and reintegration
are common in the academic and policy literature, security-sector reform has
received little consideration in academic research and has only recently be-
come a priority among policymakers.57 Although the concept of SSR emerged
in the late 1990s, it was not until the United States ousted the Taliban from
Afghanistan that policymakers set up an SSR fund, ªnally recognizing the “vi-
cious circle of security and reconstruction/development,”58 in which lack of
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progress in the reconstruction and development arenas intensiªes security
problems, which in turn inhibit meaningful reconstruction and development.
The postwar situation in Iraq following the removal of Saddam Hussein from
power initially seemed to represent a step backward, when the United States
disbanded the armed forces, leaving Iraq in the throes of civil war. It remains
to be seen whether security-sector reform will achieve success in Iraq and thus
avert civil war.

Lack of attention to SSR can have devastating consequences. Following ne-
gotiated settlements, for example, a military is left to fend for itself. What of-
ten follows is the reemergence of multiple sets of militaries/militias/rebel
organizations ready to do the bidding of any political leader who can provide
(or has provided) resources to sustain their vision of how to win. Colombia is a
case in point.59 For decades, the government gave priority to hurting the
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (known by its Spanish acronym
FARC) over achieving victory. The idea was similar to that found in strategic
bombing campaigns: raise the costs of resistance until the adversary agrees to
come to the negotiating table. But after a number of failed negotiated settle-
ments over the course of decades, the Colombian military became frustrated
with the negotiations and what it perceived as a lack of funds necessary to de-
feat the rebels.60 As a result, militias have proliferated, with some including
former government military personnel, leaving the government to face new re-
bel organizations in addition to FARC. Only in the late 1990s, with U.S. help
under Plan Colombia did the Colombian government commit itself to defeat-
ing the rebels in an effort to consolidate the state’s control over its territory and
institutions.

The logic of this argument reduces to a single hypothesis: the more uniªed a
postwar political administration is, the less likely war will recur. Yet a mon-
opoly over the use of force does not seem to be enough to prevent the recur-
rence of civil war. The ability of one side to harm the other does not explain all
of this study’s ªndings. Although it might explain why military victories and
cease-ªres/stalemates are more stable than negotiated settlements, it cannot
explain why rebel victories are more stable and result in less autocratic out-
comes than government victories.
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A key strength of negotiated settlements is their credible promise to provide
mutual beneªt as a reward for continued compliance. The collective goods of
(1) no more violence and (2) the opportunity to participate in an electoral pro-
cess and a government that promises to represent and protect the interests of
the citizens in some form are important beneªts. Where negotiated settlements
fall short, however, is in the credibility of their promise to inºict harm should
one or both sides in a settlement fail to comply with its terms.

This is one of the reasons why much of the literature on civil war termina-
tion stresses the need for third parties,61 which can threaten to harm one or
both sides if a settlement’s provisions are undermined. Yet third-party involve-
ment is often limited to getting the parties to the bargaining table or agreeing
to early participation in the immediate implementation stage. Furthermore,
third parties are rarely accorded the right to impose the terms of the settlement
by use of force, or if given that right, refuse to do so. Finally, not every war at-
tracts enough international interest that third parties are willing to become en-
gaged and stay engaged, especially militarily. So, even strong promises of
intervention to enforce compliance are often not credible. Thus, while negoti-
ated settlements are good at providing beneªts, they are less effective in fol-
lowing through on their threats and are therefore not self-sustaining.

In contrast, when governments achieve victory, the military is left intact, as
are the other branches of government. As a result, the government retains the
capacity to repress or harm the population. According to the polity data, gov-
ernments that win civil wars remain about as authoritarian as they were at the
start of the war and well into the future. As I have shown, however, these vic-
tories are more stable than negotiated settlements and stalemates/cease-ªres
but less stable than rebel victories. The reason is that when rebels win, they are
in a position not only to harm (or threaten to harm) their populations but
also to beneªt them. In winning, a rebel military organization remains capable
of containing moves against its government. But because it is a rebel organ-
ization, it has to appeal not only to a portion of its domestic audience for
approval but also to an international community not predisposed to the over-
throw of national governments. This is also consistent with the move toward
the greatest level of democratization following rebel victories. Rebels need
to buttress the legitimacy of their win: allowing greater liberalization of the po-
litical system is an effective means of doing so.62 Uganda under Museveni
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exempliªes this pattern, highlighting how rebel victories provide both key fac-
tors of beneªt and harm.

Another way to understand this dynamic is to look at successful negotiated
settlements (what was it about the terms of the settlement that stand out from
other settlements?) and to think in the abstract about the terms that might
make a victory more stable. Consider, for example, the negotiated settlement
that ended the decades-long ªght between the Farabundo Martí National
Liberation Movement and the rightist government of El Salvador. This settle-
ment lasted, but unlike most before or since, it contained robust provisions for
the reconstruction of El Salvador’s security forces.63 It contained both carrots
and sticks.64

Therefore, to achieve success, negotiated settlements need to offer a mix of
beneªts and threats. Securing the peace demands (perhaps paradoxically)
making these threats as credible as the beneªts, and then balancing them on a
case-by-case basis in negotiated settlements or, failing that, in support of vic-
tory by one side or the other.

Conclusion

This study of civil war termination makes at least two important scholarly con-
tributions. First, it underscores the importance of extending the time horizon
for judging success or failure of post–civil war environments beyond the ªve
years that have limited most previous analyses. Extending the time horizon
challenges the three problematic assumptions underpinning the current pref-
erence for attempting to end civil wars by negotiated settlements of a certain
type: (1) the more quickly the violence can be halted, the greater the number of
lives that can be saved, and “lives saved” is the only cost of consideration;
(2) escape from the constant fear of death in civil war is generally sufªcient to
motivate combatants to make the compromises necessary to produce lasting
peace; and (3) a threat of further violence is immoral or unpalatable. Although
it is true that from 1940 to 2002, most negotiated settlements halted the killing
in the short term, and often led to greater democratization, both peace and de-
mocratization have tended to be short lived, ending after the ªrst or second
election cycle. The longer-term analysis reveals that negotiated settlements
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have tended to lead to a greater likelihood of war and repression, whereas re-
bels who win civil wars seem better able to keep the peace and allow for more
democratization.

Second, expanding scholarly analysis of civil war termination types beyond
the current default—negotiated settlements of the “all carrots and no sticks”
type—to include victories provides a much larger set of cases and variables to
drawn upon to enhance understanding of the conditions most likely to sup-
port long-term stability, democracy, and prosperity. Axiomatically supporting
negotiated settlements that contain only provisions for beneªts is bad policy
because these generally do not last, and because when civil wars reignite, they
may escalate the violence in either quantity or quality. If stability, democracy,
and development are truly valued objectives, then it is crucial to understand
what it is about victories—and, in particular, rebel victories—that lend them-
selves to durable outcomes. Rather than simply shift to a willingness to sup-
port rebels in achieving victory, however, I have argued that third parties pay
greater attention to security-sector reform during negotiations, thereby in-
creasing the possibility of achieving both short- and long-term gains in better-
designed, implemented, and supported settlements. Such settlements, which
could credibly guarantee both beneªts from cooperation and harm from defec-
tion, are likely to hold out better prospects for enduring peace, liberty, and
prosperity following a civil war. Failing that, support in pursuit of victory, es-
pecially victories by rebels, may be a worthy objective. The alternative is con-
tinuing to make promises of intervention that are progressively less credible to
both domestic and other target audiences, and accepting civil wars that will
last decades. This, in itself, is something the developed world—where civil
wars are rare—can no longer afford to ignore as a matter of interest, if not
moral principle.
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